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Action Forward meeting minutes to the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Colorado
Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE)

This letter transmits the minutes from the ecological nsk assessment methodology meeting for Technice
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Minutes and List of Attendees
for the Ecological Risk Assessment Technical Memorandum 2
Draft Sitewide Conceptual Model Revisions Meeting
at S M Stoller, Boulder, Colorado
Thursday, January 19, 1995,9 00 am

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss the comments and proposed revisions for the
December 1994 Draft of the Technical Memorandum 2 (TM2) Sitewide Conceptual
Model (SCM) The following topics were discussed

Document Goals

Frank Vertuca (EG&G) started the meeting with a discussion of the goals for this
document Due to schedule constrants, Stoller 1s unable to incorporate all supporting data
before beginning the Walnut Creek ERA  Consequently, TM2 will be revised penodically
to incorporate new information Bonnie Lavelle (EPA) and Mark Wickstrom (EPA)
approved and said Stoller could put the SCM together with space for unincorporated data
1n this draft so that current information 1s available to potential users

Mark Lews (Stoller) explained that the SCM 1dentifies exposure parameters, key receptor
species, methods for analysis, and charactenzes site biology and ecology Further, 1t 1s the
groundwork for proposed future methodology and problem formulation TMs

Frank brought up the problem of archiving data insertions and changes to the SCM and
keeping track of the new insertions to the nsk assessments Neil Holsteen (EG&G) said
that document control cannot help keep track of dates, but there are other ways to track
the data insertions and changes to the methodology

Jeb Love (CDPHE) wanted to be sure there 1s effective process control at RFETS
managing work done in drainages He did not see a problem with making changes in the
document after approval, but he wanted data on paired biotic and abiotic monitoring
available to him

Mark L explained that the present document 1s a screemng-level nisk assessment effort
using conservative values so that inconsequential factors can be eliminated and data needs
for the future can be addressed Mark W agreed that doing the problem formulation with
conservative numbers and quickly addressing the data needs 1s a good :dea However, he
did not want to lose sight of the overall goal while getting caught up with the prehmnary
document

Frank stated that he would also hke the SCM to function as a commumcation hnk,
outliming the program, the type of information used, as well as who and where the data
comes from This document would make the information used more accessible



Comments on the Current Document

Mark L explained that Stoller has already incorporated most of the revisions EG&G and
EPA had asked for There were quite a few requests for data inclusion within the
document for which the data 1s not presently available in summanized form Stoller has
presented summarized data only and indicated documents where additional/supporting
data can be found

Mark B (EG&G) was concerned that the SCM was not 1dentifying natural stressors (e g,
low moisture levels) to the RFETS ecosystem Mark L. and Mark W explaned that
because the SCM 1s a nsk assessment, CERCLA directs Stoller to focus on the health-
based, chemical stressors and contamunants found on the site Frank added that the
process ts aimed at helping RFI/RI project managers to close out on the IHSSs and
facilitate site cleanup

Frank expressed the desire to make the comments made on the SCM open to EPA, with
Norma Castenada’s (DOE) approval  Bonme said if she was interested, she would
contact Neil

Bonnie wondered why the surface soils in the IHSSs are to be analyzed separately from
the surface soils below the IHSSs Mark L explained that there 1s a need for separate
[HSS contaminant information

Bonnie wondered why shallow groundwater was limited to a depth of just 6 feet or
below Mark L explained that Stoller’s intention 1s to use biologically relevant exposure
ponts, so greater depths could be acceptable if relevant

Bonnie inquired about the groundwater/surface water connection in the exposure pathway
figure Mark L answered that the bottom line needed correction and the groundwater
percolation path through the sediments to surface water needed clanfication

Mark W wondered why Stoller had omutted soil ingestion for burrowing ammals and
grazing herbivores from the pathway Mark L answered soil 1s ingested directly while
groomung, but the amount 1s very little when compared to the soil adhering to the
vegetation they eat Tissue analyses were done with whole body unwashed samples
Therefore, the soil adhering to the vegetation 1s taken into account Soil ingested by
burrowing animals while groormung has not been taken into account but will be considered
Frank thought the EcMP could consider a study to measure the amount of soil ingested
while grooming Mark L said the SCM methodology will be conservative with this
situation and assume 100% bioavailability Frank added that Stoller should document the
consideration

Frank asked how the EE data will be used, and where 1t will be presented Frank, Mark L,
and Bonme considered putting the data into the RI document append:x, the Problem
Formulation, or the Feasibility Study Mark L brought up the pomnt that this inclusion



may not be within Stoller’s present scope of work Bonme suggested that all data
available should be put into the RI documents But Frank brought up the problem that
available ecological data may be techmically adequate, but some QA/QC records may not
be legally defensible as determuned by the recent DOE audits Thus 1ssue was not resolved

Jeb brought up the problem of obtaining usable DOE data 1n electroruc format, as there
seems to be no systematic way of providing data to CDPHE Frank descrnibed the
Sitewide Ecological Database (SED) and EG&G’s hopes of orgamzing ecological data
into usable formats

Bonnie wanted to change the wording on page 5-1 from “evaluating risk in areas of
concern” to “areas of consideration” Mark L agreed with this change Bonnie also
wanted clanfication about whether the key receptor spectes had to meet all or one of the
cnteria on page 5-1 Mark L clanfied that just one cnterion was needed for inclusion

Mark W questioned the key receptor species choice Mark L explained that there are a
number of key receptor species, the hist was intended to be flexible and provide ecological
redundancy Frank explained that he wanted all potential key receptor species considered
at this time so that none have to be added at the last minute

Mark W asked why a top aquatic predator such as large-mouth bass was not considered
as a key receptor species Mark L and Frank explained that because large-mouth bass are
present only in one or two ponds, they were not appropnate inclusions Mark W said he
understood and approved the receptor species choices

Frank pointed out that 1t 1s difficult and controversial to determine the “natural” state of
the streams because of the proposed management plans Mark L added that unknown or
as yet unplanned management plans are hard to take into account 1n the risk assessments
Mark W recommended that worst case scenanos be used to calculate nsk Mark L said
Stoller has used aquatics as a connection to terrestrial systems

Jeb stated that he would like to see the risk assessment give direction to DOE and give
them biotic information (e g , if Western Reservoir 1s continuous with Walnut Creek, what
happens upstream?)

Mark L pointed out that the exposure pathway for volatilization (“ingestion”) should be
changed to “mnhalation” Mark W pointed out that the surface soil arrow should connect
to sediment before connecting to aquatics Mark L concurred Mark W stated that he
had no other major problems with the exposure scenarnos used in the SCM

Neil said the preluminary document would be done 1n early summer and ready to go to the
trustees Mark W and Bonme asked him to call it “screeming level” instead of
“preliminary,” and to get the needed information into the Feasibility Study on schedule,
requesting extensions as necessary to fill data gaps  Neil asked them to give formal
approval on the SCM’s next version (the Final Draft), due out in three weeks, because he



has to go on with the Problem Formulation document Bonme approved the situation,
saying EPA will keep reviewing the exposure parameters after formal approval of the final
Draft

ECOC Techmical Memorandum 3 Comments

Mark L said the ECOC TM3 1s 1n process Mark W approved use of the Oak Ridge
Benchmarks

Frank questioned whether Preble’s meadow jumping mouse plutonium inhalation would
become more of a concern when the document goes to the public Mark L explained that
plutomum inhalation 1s not an 1ssue with small mammals Because their life spans are so
short, their reproductive fitness 1s not affected by carcinogens Frank said this 1s a8 new
comment, and Stoller should address 1t in the ecotoxicological effects of PCOCs Mark
W concurred

Frank recommended EPA and CDPHE call Mark L with basic conceptual questions or
comments on the TM3 for now, since the EPA and CDPHE had courtesy copies The
next draft will require formal wrnitten comments

Frank said the Assessment Endpoint Methodology will be out for review soon, and EG&G
1s particularly interested in getting comments on 1t from Jeb and other CDPHE personnel
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